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COMMENTS OF THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

ON PHASE 1A PROPOSED DECISION 

I. INTRODUCTION 
Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure 

(Rules), the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) submits these Comments on the 

1/15/08 Proposed Decision resolving Phase 1A settlement agreements and contested 

issues (Proposed Decision or PD).1    

                                              
1 CPUC Docket Office: Please note that a Table of Authorities is not provided because no authorities 
were cited in these Comments. 



   

 2

DRA appreciates the willingness of the Commission to allow parties the 

opportunity to engage in a settlements process for the price-related conservation phase of 

this proceeding.  While this phase has continued longer than was anticipated, and has 

required significant attention and resources, DRA believes that adoption of the 

conservation rates and mechanisms in the proposed settlements will result in a 

significantly better outcome for both ratepayers and the utilities than if the same issues 

had been fully litigated.  In addition, the Joint Consumers have provided valuable input 

by focusing on important ratepayer issues such as data collection and customer education, 

and allowing DRA to more fully address the technical aspects of the rate design and 

regulatory accounting mechanisms in its settlements with the utilities.2  While DRA also 

acknowledges the underlying concerns raised by the Consumer Federation of California 

(CFC), DRA supports the PD’s approach of adhering to the scope of the proceeding and 

declining to delay the implementation of conservation rates by, for example, expanding 

the scope of Phase IA to include CFC’s recommended cost allocation studies,3 requiring 

all companies to develop conservation rates for non-residential customers as requested by 

CFC,4 or adopting granular conservation objectives to govern the conservation rate 

design negotiations.5  

DRA notes that, in adopting the trial programs, the Commission should consider 

the impact of making further ratemaking changes for these companies over the course of 

the trial programs and in upcoming rate cases.  It is important for the principles 

underlying the proposed rate designs to be carried through.  With regard to ratepayer 

impact, for example, robust data about customer response should be gathered before 

changes to price signals.   

                                              
2 The Joint Consumers in Phase 1A include The Utility Reform Network, the National Consumer Law 
Center, the Latino Issues Forum, and Disability Rights’ Advocates. 
3 PD at 6-7. 
4 PD at 6-7, 9. 
5 PD at 10-13. 
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While DRA supports almost all aspects of the Proposed Decision, DRA 

nevertheless recommends a few modifications to the Proposed Decision discussed below.  

In addition, it is DRA’s understanding that California Water Service Company (CWS) is 

addressing in its Comments the concerns raised by the PD about the non-residential rate 

design proposed in the Amended Settlement between The Utility Reform Network, DRA, 

and CWS.6  DRA supports adoption of the settlement in its entirety, and reserves the right 

to further supplement CWS’ comments on this issue in reply.   

II. MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED DECISION 

A. The Commission Should Broaden Its Methodology For 
Determining Conservation Objectives 

DRA supports the PD’s determination to adopt an overall policy objective 

regarding conservation goals, and to more thoroughly consider the appropriate water 

reduction targets in Phase 2 of this proceeding.7  The PD also states: 

Since Class A water utilities operate on a three-year rate case 
cycle, our goal for water conservation should range, at a 
minimum, from a 3%-6% reduction in per capita consumption 
every three years once a full conservation program, with price 
and non-price components, is in place. The goal of a targeted 
reduction in consumption shall apply to all Class A water 
utilities, whether we review conservation rate designs in this 
proceeding, in separate applications, or as part of their 
GRCs.8 

In adopting this conservation goal, the PD looks to the work of the Pacific 

Institute.9  Many of the studies of the Pacific Institute measure decreases on a per capita 

basis.  For several reasons, however, DRA recommends that the Commission consider 

conservation targets in terms of “reductions per service connection” or “overall 

                                              
6 PD at 16-18. 
7 PD at 10-13. 
8 PD at 11. 
9 PD at 10-11. 
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reduction,” in addition to any per capita consumption data the Commission wishes to 

collect. 

In practical terms, a per capita reporting requirement and target is less precise than 

a “per customer” reporting requirement and target.  A per capita approach will require 

utilities to estimate the population in their service areas.  This can be difficult because 

service areas do not exactly align with political jurisdictions and sometimes cross city 

and county boundaries, so any resulting estimate will be less accurate than a per customer 

approach.  Utilities track data on customer usage on a per connection basis.  To 

accurately measure usage reductions achieved, usage must be measured for comparable 

time periods on a per connection basis.  However, since most of the research reports 

water usage on a per capita basis, DRA believes the Commission could require the 

utilities to provide data on both per connection and per capita usage for comparison and 

analysis purposes.10 

To the extent that the Commission uses a per capita reporting requirement, the per 

capita estimate should be accompanied by a detailed explanation of how the population 

estimate was determined, and should rely on public data such as census data, local 

redevelopment agency estimates, official statements in recent bond issues, etc.11  For the 

purposes of these trial programs, any reductions in usage should be measured from the 

date of implementation of the conservation rate design program, and compared to 

adopted sales levels for the same time period.  

DRA further recommends consolidation of the reporting requirement with the 

conservation-related requirements in the Commission’s Rate Case Plan proceeding.  In 

Phase 2, parties can discuss how to integrate or coordinate the reporting requirements 

associated with the OII and RCP proceedings. 

                                              
10 For proposed modifications to the PD, see Appendix. 
11 DRA notes that there is a potential for “gaming” a per capita analysis, particularly if a company has a 
lot of extra capacity.  Such capacity can arise when, for whatever reasons, the movement of people out of 
a certain area is not matched by a corresponding influx. 
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B. The Proposed Decision Should Clarify Implementation 
Details Of The Decoupling Mechanisms 

All of the proposed conservation rate designs addressed in the PD are trial 

programs, the details of which parties have acknowledged may require fine-tuning in 

future general rate cases (GRCs).  For example, the settlements for CWS and Park Water 

Company (Park) specify that surcharges and surcredits resulting from a net balance for 

WRAM and MCBA accounts should be applied to customers on a volumetric basis.12  It 

does not appear that the rate design settlement for Suburban Water Company (Suburban) 

includes volumetric surcharges/surcredits.  Because it is DRA’s understanding that 

Suburban agrees with this approach, the PD should clarify this implementation detail 

with regard to Suburban. 

In addition, neither the CWS nor Park settlements or motions appear to identify 

whether surcredits and surcharges should be calculated and imposed on a customer-class 

basis, or equally across all customers.  It is DRA’s understanding that the parties to the 

settlements intended to use the latter approach – that calculation of the net balance, as 

well as the application of surcharges/surcredits, will be conducted on a total customer 

basis.  DRA recommends that the Commission modify the PD to specify this approach.13   

As a related matter, DRA recommends that the Commission specify that WRAM 

accounts nevertheless track revenues by customer class.  If the settling companies had not 

already intended to do this, such an accounting change should add a minimal burden.  

The benefit, however, is the development of more robust data for future analysis by the 

parties and the Commission of the customer impacts of the new rates.  It is also DRA’s 

understanding that the settling companies would not oppose this accounting approach.  

DRA therefore recommends that the PD specify customer-class specific accounting for 

the WRAM mechanisms. 

                                              
12 Unless otherwise specified, “settlement” in these Comments generally refers to the settlements with the 
companies relating to rate design and related regulatory accounting mechanisms.  
13 This issue is not relevant in cases like the Suburban rate design settlement, in which the conservation 
rates and WRAM are only for one customer class (residential). 
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III. CONCLUSION 
DRA supports almost all aspects of the PD, but for the reasons discussed above, 

nevertheless recommends some limited modifications to the PD.   

 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Natalie D. Wales 
     

 NATALIE D. WALES 
 California Public Utilities Commission 

505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Phone: (415) 355-5490  
Fax: (415) 703-2262 
ndw@cpuc.ca.gov 

  
  Attorney for 

 February 4, 2008  DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES  



APPENDIX 
 

MODIFICATIONS TO PROPOSED DECISION 
 
 
IT IS ORDERED that: 
 
7.  Suburban, Park, and CalWater shall provide the following 

information in their next general rate case: annual per capita and per customer 
changes in consumption by district and customer class measured from date of 
following the implementation of the conservation rate design trial programs as 
compared with adopted sales levels for the same time period; surcredits or 
surcharges by district and customer class implemented in amortizing WRAMs 
and/or WRAMs/MCBAs; increase or decrease in disconnecting low-income 
program participants for nonpayment by district after adoption of conservation 
rate designs; increase or decrease in low income program participation by district 
after adoption of conservation rate designs; increase or decrease in residential 
disconnection by district after adoption of conservation rate designs; 
identification of any weather or supply interruption that might contribute to 
consumption changes in districts; and any other district-specific factor that might 
contribute to consumption changes. 
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DECISION” in I.07-01-022, et al. by using the following service: 

[ X ] E-Mail Service: sending the entire document as an attachment to all known 

parties of record who provided electronic mail addresses. 
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known parties of record who did not provide electronic mail addresses, if any. 
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N O T I C E  
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